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Amendments to drawing figures 

Please replace sheet 1 of the drawings vrith the attached revised sheet in which ^ 
numeral ''200'' has been added to Figure 2. 
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REMARKS 

Appreciation is extended to the examiner for the recognition of allowable subject 
indtter in method claims 7 and 9-12 as oiigmaUypres^K^ Also, the £ict that the examiner 
has not issued a prior art regection of claims 13-20 is likewise noted with aiipreciation* 

A replacement sheet 1 of drawings is submitted herewith to meet the examiner's 
objection concerning the fiulure to include a reference numb^ for ttie macro g^-te array 200* 
The examiner will note that this reference number has now been added to Figure 2 to fully 
overcome the objection. 

The objection to flie disclosure because of the &ilure to define LEF and ODS has 
now been overcome by the replacement of the appropriate paragraph on page 1 1 of the 
^edfication with these terms suitably defined. 

The various rejections of claims 2-6, 8 and 13-20 under 35 USC 1 12 have now been 
overcomebycancellationofclaini5 2and4, ami amendments to daims 8 and 13. The 
expression "densely obstructed macro" in claim 2 has been replaced witti language that 
makes it clear that the circuit wires must be routed around the macro rather than throxigh it 
The specification at page 2, lines 2-6, supports this language. Claim 4 has been canceled 
withthesubjectmatterincoiporated into claim 1 to clarify that the fimctionaUty refers to the 
blocks, not the slices. Page 4 at lines 8-1 1 provides siq>port for this language. Li claim 8, 
wording has been changed to conform more closely to the language in die specification at 
page 5, line 12, and page 9, lines 4 and 5. The amendment to claim 13 clarifies tiie feet that 
the wiring channels pass through each slice and that tiie channels correspond to the number 
of wires or circuit lines that are required to pass through each slice to deliver signals 
between a driver on one side of a macro and a destination on the other side. The expression 
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^densely obstructed" when le&xnng to the macro means that the amount of metal in the 
metal in the maoro prevents or greatly impedes the passage of wires through the macros. 
However, die use of the slices incorporated into the macros provides the requisite numb^ of 
passageways for the wires. 

The examiner has rejected claims 1 -3 as anticipated by the Schuk et al (EP 0 27 1 
596 Al) reference. However, ^UcaixtsrespectfiiUysubnut that claim! as now ameiu^ 
distingiiishable over Schal2 et al, in that claim 1 has been amended to include the contents 
ofclaims 2, 3 and 4, which are iiow cancelled. Inasmuch as claim 4 was not i^ected on the 
prior art» applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 should be allowed. 

In addition, although Schulz et al and the present invention share commonality of 
language, thQ^ are directs to dlfifei^enCinvei^^ A close reading of Schulz etal 

shows that it refers to the 'arrays' particularly in claim 13 as . .having fonnal functions^ 
and existing during processixig for design purposes and bdng resolvable in the final design 
stage.*' Thus, these arrays of Schulz et al can hardly be considered as a ''field pn>grammable 
gate aitay"" as described in ^plicants' description and as now incorporated into claim 1 . 
Furthemiore, Schulz et al describe a partition comprised of a number of differ^ electrical 
elements and anays. Nowhere does the pat^t describe a programmable gate array of the 
type beidig used by applicants. 

Ibe examiner has not rgected any of the claims 5, 6, 8 and 13-20 based on the prior 
art Accordingjly, assuming that the amendments to the claims being made to overcome the 
Section 112 rejections are satisfactory, ^licants respectMly submit Hbst these claims 
should likewise be in condition for allowance along with claims 7 and 9-12. 
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Applicants sufamit tbat the spedficaliaQ, claims and diawings have now been 
amended to provide for intenial consisteDcy. Where necessaiy, the specification and claims 
have be^ amended or explained to ov^icome the probleois of Ifindeed 
fliere are any further issues that must be resolved before allowance of ttie application, the 
examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned, either by phone, &x or email. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Date! May 27. 2005 (^^i■fX^V^^ i r^}^^ 

J^s A. Lucas, Reg, No. 21,081 

Lucas, Biubaker & Hogg Co^ L J* A. 
TOMERNO. 26681 
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